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ABSTRACT 


Purpose - The main aim of the present investigation was to examine 
the role of teacher, peer, and parental academic and emotional 
support in predicting adolescent cognitive engagement, especially 
within the context of ESL classrooms. 


Method - The present study examined the availability of academic 
and emotional support from teachers, classmates and parents as 
perceived by adolescents, via instruments which were adapted from 
a number of established measures. This cross-sectional study utilized 
the survey method, and a total of 450 adolescents from 11 secondary 
schools in Malaysia, representing early and middle adolescence, 
took part in the survey. The study assessed each source of support 
namely teacher, peers and parents within one model. 


Findings - Findings from the structural equation modelling suggest 
that both teacher and parental support are significantly related to 
adolescent cognitive engagement through their academic efficacy, 
thus lending support for a full mediation model while peer support 
was directly related to cognitive engagement. 


Significance - Even though parents and teachers played important 
roles in influencing adolescent cognitive engagement (as suggested 
by previous studies), this study suggests that the relationship 
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was through academic efficacy, which had served as a mediating 
variable. One of the contributions of this study is that its findings 
supported the inclusion of student motivational beliefs in explaining 
the relationship between support factors and engagement. This study 
had also examined the unique contribution of emotional support. 
Additionally, it was found that research should not disregard the 
importance of peers in promoting cognitive engagement directly. 



eywords: Social support, cognitive engagement, self-efficacy, 
al cognition. 


INTRODUCTION 



Schools have always shown great interest in two important aspects 
mf education - academic performance and engagement. As a matter 
y of fact, in recent years there has been a growing interest among 
not only researchers and educators, but also policy makers on the 
topic of school engagement. This is because engaging students in 
their learning is viewed as a way to reduce “low levels of academic 
_achievement, high levels of student boredom, disaffection and high 
dropout rates” (National Research Council and Institute of Medicine, 
—a® cited in Fredericks, Blumenfeld and Paris, 2004), especially in 
developed, urban societies. 

In Malaysia, newspapers had highlighted disturbing reports 
, about hundreds of teenagers between the ages of 14 and 18 living on 
the streets, and who were being exposed to undesirable underground 
activities which had thrived in hidden parts of Kuala Lumpur (NST, 
July 18, 2010). Student disengagement becomes apparent when we 
begin to see an alarming increase in the number of cases of truancy, 
gangsterism and bullying (see Ponteng, 2001; Student Crime, 2005; 
Empat Pelajar SMPs Dibuang Sekolah, 2008). If students are not 
engaged and do not learn, they will be poorly educated and perhaps 
will even drop out of school. Certainly, this is not an encouraging 
scenario in Malaysia. In its National Education Blueprint (NEB) 
(2006-2010) and further enhanced in the National Key Result Areas 
(NKRAs), Malaysia aspires to develop its human capital by giving 
attention to, among others, the value system, disciplinary aspects, 
character, morals and resilience of the student so as to produce human 
capital that is competent, innovative, creative and marketable. 
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Problem Statement 

The challenges that characterize the passage from childhood to 
adolescence are indisputably great. While contextual factors within 
the school and home environment seem important to be investigated, 
evidence from the literature consistently provides evidence that the 
transition from primary school to secondary school poses problems 
to the developing adolescent (Eccles & Midgley, 1989; Eccles, 
Wigfield, Midgley, Wigfield, Buchanan, Reuman, & Flanagan, 
1993; Fredericks & Eccles, 2002). This is echoed in studies (for 
example, Midgley & Edelin, 1989; Eccles, Wigfield, Midgley, 
Reuman, Maclver, & Feldlaufer, 1993; Wigfield, Eccles, & Pintrich 
1996), which have provided evidence of a mismatch between what 
the adolescents need and what the environment has to offer. During 
this developmental age, adolescents seek involvement in decision¬ 
making and supportive adult relationships. Instead, schools provide 
social comparison and social control (Eccles & Midgley, 1989; 
Feldlaufer, Midgley & Eccles, 1988; Goodenow, 1993; Kuperminc, 
Leadbeater, Emmons & Blatt, 2001). Parents, on the other hand, 
insist on safety and are less concerned about collective decision 
making (Gutman & Eccles, 2007). While there is a mismatch 
between the needs of adolescents and what the environment has to 
offer, early adolescents have to also face increasing academic and 
social stress, which is further compounded by diminishing social 
support from adults, and an increase in the importance of the peer 
group (Wenz-Gross, Siperman, Untch & Widaman, 1997). Empirical 
studies have shown that an environment that provides a match will 
promote greater motivational and academic outcomes (Kupermine 
et al., 2001). Hence, trajectories that emerge during this period of 
schooling can either lead to success in upper secondary school and 
graduation, or failure leading to one becoming a school dropout. 

Studies on social support in the past have mostly considered 
the individual roles of the teacher, peer and parents as immediate 
socializing agents on adolescent engagement, and subsequently 
achievement; however, to date and to the best of the authors’ 
knowledge, the combined effects of these influences have not 
been thoroughly examined (Buchanan & Bowen, 2008) with the 
exception of a few (see Wentzel, 1998; Chen, 2005). While most 
studies examined global social support on student achievement 
outcomes, this study looked exclusively at the unique contribution of 
academic and emotional dimensions of social support on adolescent 
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cognitive engagement. Hence, examining not only the academic 
dimension of social support, but also the emotional dimension is 
crucial as Hargreaves, Earl, and Ryan (1996:77) articulated, “one of 
the most fundamental reforms needed in secondary and high school 
education is to make schools into better communities of caring and 
support for young people”. 

Research on diverse samples of youth have indicated that 
teacher, peer and parental social support are associated with school 
behaviour, motivational beliefs, attitudes about school and ultimately 
school performance (Ahmed, Minnaert, van der Werf, Kuyper, 
2010; Wooley & Bowen, 2007). Despite the importance of a direct 
relationship between social support from 'significant others' in the 
students’ home and the school environment on student engagement 
and school achievement, the mediational role of motivational beliefs 
have seldom been considered. Studies such as those of Eccles 
(2007), Roeser, Eccles and Sameroff (2000) as well as Wentzel 
(1998) contend that supportive relationships do influence academic 
achievement through motivational beliefs such as self-competence, 
self-efficacy, and subjective value. Thus, the current study examined 
the direct and indirect relations between parental, teacher and peer 
support on student cognitive engagement, an engagement which 
was mediated by academic efficacy, all in one model. 


Theoretical Perspective 


This study was guided by Bandura (1986), especially his work on 
the concept of reciprocal determinism. The concept stems from the 
view that (a) personal factors in the form of cognition, affect and 
biological events (b) behaviour (c) environmental influences create 
interactions that result in a triadic reciprocality. Bandura’s Social 
Cognitive Theory is important in the present research context as it 
assumes that there is interaction between the person, environment 
and behaviour. These factors operate as interacting determinants that 
influence each other bidirectionally. For instance, environmental 
factors are said to influence personal beliefs, while self-beliefs affect 
behaviour, and subsequently behaviours impact and change the 
environment as well as the self-referent thoughts individuals hold. 
In the context of the present study, whereby the 'environment' which 
comprised family members exclusively, parents, and the school 
environment which included teachers and peers, 'person' (efficacy 
beliefs) and 'behaviour' (cognitive engagement) were examined to 
see their interrelationships. In a lengthy discussion on social capital 
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and its relationship with educational outcomes, McNeal (1999) 
pointed out that support by adults, especially parents was related to 
behavioural outcomes rather than cognitive outcomes (for instance, 
academic achievement). In short, support in the present study was 
expected to be related to cognitive engagement, which had also been 
interpreted as a behavioural outcome. 

The ecological framework proposed by Bronfenbrenner 
(1986) was also found useful in the current investigation. This 
framework has stressed on the importance of social relationships for 
adolescents across the microsystems such as the home and the school. 
According to the theory, there are five environmental systems, 
namely: microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, macrosystem and 
chronosystem (ranging from close interpersonal interactions to 
broad based influences of culture). Within the microsystem, the 
child has direct contact with the significant people around him, 
and it is within this microsytem that parent-child, school-home, 
and peer-child partnerships occur. The reciprocal links can have 
a strong influence on an individual’s psychological and emotional 
development. Thus, this theoretical perspective offers a holistic 
approach in understanding the complexity of human development, 
a development which can be simultaneously affected by a number 
of interacting contextual factors. The home and school, according to 
Bronfenbrenner (1986) exert the most influence on the developing 
child. 


Social Support and Engagement 

Researchers basically agree that chronic disengagement can 
contribute towards low achievement among adolescents (Marks, 
2000), to the extent of their dropping out of school (Archambault, 
Janosz, Morizot, & Pagani, 2009). As engagement is viewed 
as a malleable construct that can be altered by the environment 
(Sinclair, Christenson, Lehr & Anderson, 2003), a growing number 
of researchers are interested in studying the construct as a mean to 
promote achievement. Appleton, Christenson, Kim and Reschly 
(2006) conclude that contextual factors related to home, school, 
and peers are facilitators of engagement that influence adolescent 
support for learning and engagement. According to Fredericks et ah, 
(2004), engagement is a multifaceted construct which encompasses 
three dimensions, namely cognitive, psychological and behavioural 
engagement. The present study, however, dealt specifically with 
a specific type of engagement - cognitive engagement, since the 
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relation between social support and cognitive engagement had been 
largely unexplored. Research has bridged the link between academic 
self-regulated learning (the highest form of cognitive engagement) 
and academic success (Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990). Thus, a well- 
established association between social support and cognitive 
engagement may set the stage for the development of appropriate 
interventions in the future. 


Social Support and Motivational Beliefs 


Supportive relationships have been linked to a number of 
motivational beliefs which include among others, self-efficacy, 
interest and goal orientations (Felner, Aber, Primavera, & Cauce, 
1985; Wentzel, 1998). Bandura (1986) defines self-efficacy as the 

Cjjeliefs about one’s capabilities to learn or perform behaviours at 
designated levels. The belief that an individual holds about his ability 
and the outcome of his effort influence in great ways how he will 
behave. According to Bandura, efficacy beliefs depend largely upon 
early experiences at home. Such self-system is said to provide an 
individual with the capacity to alter his environment and influence 
his subsequent performances. Feeling efficacious helps an individual 
to expend more effort, and to behave in an appropriate manner, 
which ultimately becomes necessary to maintain high achievement. 

-_A dditionally, according to Schunk (1996), teacher feedback may 

influence self-efficacy beliefs while self-efficacy beliefs influence 
teachers’ expectations of the students. 

In relation to this, a student’s motivational belief may affect 
his approach to learning activities and academic outcomes (Pintrich, 
Roeser & DeGroot, 1994). As such, motivational beliefs are said 
to affect learning engagement (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003). 
Since efficacy can be accessible from, observable in and affected by 
learning contexts (Lorsbach & Jinks, 1999), perceptions of support 
from the home and the school environment may affect efficacy 
beliefs, which in turn, affect student learning engagement. 


PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The main purpose of the current investigation was to examine the 
role of social support providers including parents, teachers and peers 
in promoting adolescent cognitive engagement. Heeding calls for a 
more domain specific measurement of self-efficacy (Pajares, 1996) 
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as well as social support (Lakey & Cohen, 2000) and engagement 
(Fredericks et al., 2004), the present study set out to examine these 
constructs within ESL classrooms. Its primary concern however, was 
to examine the role of social support in predicting student cognitive 
engagement directly or indirectly through academic efficacy. Most 
of the associations were derived from a review of literature in the 
area and from existing empirical models. 

The following diagram shows the conceptual framework of 
the present investigation. 


ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS PERSON AND BEHAVIOUR OUTCOME 



Figure 1. The conceptual framework 


Note: TAS=Teacher Academic Support; TES-Teacher Emotional Support; PAS= 
Parental Academic Support; PES=Parental Emotional Support; FAS-Peer 
Academic Support; FES= Peer Emotional Support; EFFIC=Academic Efficacy; 
COG= Cognitive Engagement 

A key question for people in the school system, be it teachers, school 
personnel, school psychologists and the like is: what are the factors 
that can best predict adolescent levels of cognitive engagement, since 
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knowledge of this may help improve adolescent school functioning. 
Drawing from the available literature, the researchers hoped to be 
able to construct a model that could best explain the most variance 
in adolescent cognitive engagement. 


METHODOLOGY 


A total of 450 respondents participated in the study, of which 217 and 
233 were male and female respondents respectively. Adolescents 
(aged between 14 and 16) were chosen as respondents since 
studies had revealed that it was during this developmental period 
that adolescents went through a lot of changes within almost every 
domain of experience. This period had been referred to by many as a 
period of “storm and stress”. Furman and Buhrmester (1992) related 
is period as the time when youths perceive parents and teachers as 
ss supportive and peer support peaks. 

The subjects came from low-income semi urban community. 
Eleven schools in one northern state in Malaysia participated in the 
study. A multistage cluster sampling proposed by Babbie (2007) 
was utilized. The sampling size was based on Krejcie and Morgan’s 
(1970) sampling size determination. The self-reported survey was in 
the Malay language. The study utilized the back translation method 
|K proposed by Brislin (1970). 


Instrumentation 


The translated Malay version of the cognitive engagement measure 
(comprising 11 items) was adapted from a study by Rosna, Zahyah, 
Harshita Aini, Azlina, and Hamida Bee (2006). The psychometric 
properties (validated through confirmatory factor analysis) of the 
cognitive engagement scale had been ascertained by Rosna and 
Azlina (2008) within the Malaysian setting. They further proposed 
that the multidimensional school engagement scale comprising the 
three types of engagement can either be used singly or together. The 
Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey (PALS) (Midgley, Maehr, 
Hicks, Roeser, Urdan, Anderman, & Kaplan, 1996) which consists 
of five items was utilized to measure academic efficacy beliefs. The 
social support scale (teacher, parental and peer support) was adapted 
from a number of established instruments such as the School 
Climate Survey, Middle School Version (Aber, Meinrath, Johnston, 
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Rasmussen & Gonzales, 2000), Teacher Caring Scale (Muller et 
al., 1999), Teachers, Parents and Friends Academic Support Scale 
(Chen, 2005) and Classroom Life Measure (Johnson, Johnson & 
Anderson, 1983) as well as self-developed items developed based 
on the literature review. The social support scale as used in the 
present study was aimed at extracting the essence of academic and 
emotional dimensions of support, since the measure was utilized in 
the school setting. Furthermore, the emotional dimension had not 
been capitalized in assessing social support, as a large percentage of 
tudies assessing social support had considered global support over the 
various dimensions of support from significant others (Winemiller, 
Mitchell, Sutcliff & Cline, 1993). The final social support scale 
resulted in a total of nine items each for teacher academic support 
and teacher emotional support while parental academic and parental 
emotional support made used of 10 and nine items respectively. 
Peer academic and emotional support both comprise seven items 
each, resulting in a total of 51 items for the social support scale. 
However, in analysing the model, parcelled items were used over 
individual items as suggested by Little, Cunningham, Widaman and 
Shahar (2002) since parcelling enhances the stability of parameter 
estimation and decreases problems in convergence. 

The psychometric properties of the instruments were 
ascertained when all the measures were submitted to Exploratory 
Factor Analysis (EFA) via SPSS and Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
CFA) via AMOS, both softwares were version 16. A reliability 
analysis was also conducted prior to that. Subsequently, it was found 
that the instruments all had cronbach alphas of higher than .70 (Hair, 
Black, Babin, & Anderson & Tatham, 2006). Confirmatory factor 
analysis conducted showed a six-factor model for the social support 
cales, lending support for a convergent validity of the instruments. 
Additionally, an expert in the field of educational psychology 
determined the evidence for construct validity. 


RESULTS 

In order to answer the research questions, structural equation 
modelling became the method of choice for assessing hypothesized 
structural relations, especially when mediation was involved. 
First, the measurement properties of each of the constructs were 
tested. Results showed that the measurement model of each of the 
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constructs fitted the data adequately by assessing the goodness of fit 
indices. Prior to that, Pearson Correlation that was run showed that 
all the constructs displayed moderate to strong correlations between 
constructs, and in the expected directions. The highest correlation 
was between teacher academic support and teacher emotional 
support (r = .68, p < .001), while the lowest correlation was between 
peer emotional support and cognitive engagement (r =.20, p < 
.001). The following table presents the correlations between all the 
constructs under study. 




Table 1 


arson Bivariate Correlations: Social Support Factors, Academic 
cacy and Cognitive Engagement 


"O 

0 

1 

2 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 8 

TAS 

1.00 






rrks 

,68(**) 

1.00 





—BAS 

,39(**) 

.28(**) 1.00 





PKS 

■ 

,27(**) 

.26(**) .57(**) 

1.00 




1 FAS 

.32(**) 

.31(**) .32(**) 

.24(**) 1.00 



FES 

.22(**) 

.28(**) .25(**) 

.25(**) 

,67(**) 1.00 


; ■cog 


,24(**) .31(**) 

.32(**) 

.28(**) 

.20( 

**)1.00 

EFF 

.30(**) 

.22(**) ,37(**) 

.38(**) 

.23(**) 

.20( 

**) .28(**) 1.00 

Mean 

4.33 

4.07 4.44 

4.80 

4.10 

3.54 

4.13 4.28 

4-SJ) 

.78 

.88 .80 

.81 

.92 

.86 

.61 .94 


Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

TAS=Teacher Academic support; TES=Teacher emotional Support, PAS=Parental 
Academic support; PES=Parental Emotional support; FAS= Peer Academic- 
support; FES=Peer Emotional Support; COG=Cognitive Engagement; EFF= 
Academic Efficacy 


The measurement model for all constructs under study was further 
submitted to CFA. The model derived from CFA showed adequate 
fit to the data. The fit indices were as follows: y} (340, N=450) 
=620.34, p < .001, (x 2 /df= 1.82) while TLI and CFI coefficients 
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were well above .90. The values of RMSEA and SRMR were 
.04 and .03 respectively. All P weights were significant at p<.001 
with loading values ranging from .58 to .87 (t values of 10.58 to 
22.37). Discriminant validity was also established when none of 
the disattenuated correlations between the constructs exceeded .90. 

The overall measurement model was then submitted to 
structural equation modelling. Subsequently, the model fitted the 
data adequately with the incremental indices of TL1 and CFI all 
above .90 (.96 and .97 respectively) whilst the value of RMSEA 
was adequate (RMSEA= .04 with 90% lower bound =.04 and upper 
bound= .05). The simplified diagram below shows the structural 
model. 



Figure 2. The structural model 


Note: TAS=Teacher Academic support: TES=Teacher emotional Support, PAS= 
Parental Academic support; PES-Parental Emotional support; FAS= Peer 
Academic support; FES= Peer Emotional Support; EFFIC=Academic Efficacy; 
COG=Cognitive Engagement 
_ significant paths 

. non-significant paths 
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The testing of the structural equation modelling were attempts to 
answer the following research questions: 

RQ1: Are perceived support from teachers, parents and peers 
(academic and emotional dimensions) directly related to student 
cognitive engagement? 

The findings revealed that the only direct relationship 
between perceived support factors and cognitive engagement was 
thB relationship between peer academic support (FAS) and cognitive 
engagement (COG), (P=. 18, t=2.03, p < .05). Thus, it could be 
concluded that only peer academic support was significant as it was 
positively related to cognitive engagement directly. 

RQ2: Does academic efficacy mediate the relationships between 
perceived support factors and cognitive engagement, which in turn, 
is related to student cognitive engagement? 

Results provided the following findings. Teacher academic 
support (TAS) (P = .29, t = 2.72 p<.01), and parental emotional 
support (PES) (P = .27, t = 3.69, p < .001) each influenced student 
■“academic efficacy, which in turn, affected their cognitive engagement 
((P = .42, t = 6.55, p < .001). In other words, academic efficacy 
mediated the relationships between teacher academic support 
and cognitive engagement as well as between parental emotional 
support and cognitive engagement. However, both peer academic 
L4P = .06, t = .63, p > .05) and peer emotional support (P = .05, t =.54, 
p > .05) as well as teacher emotional support (TES) and parental 
academic support (PAS) (with P values of .14, t = 1.62, p > .05 and 
p = . 12, t = 1.43, p > .05 respectively) did not have any influence on 
academic efficacy. The variance explained by the predictor variables 
the endogenous variables, i.e. academic efficacy and cognitive 
engagement respectively are 28% and 36%. 


DISCUSSION 

This section highlights the findings of the present study. The study 
showed that peer academic support was the only path that had a 
significant contribution to student cognitive engagement directly. 
This could be explained in terms of a peer observation model, in this 
case, a student observing another peer. According to Zimmerman and 
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Martinez-Pons (1986), students can learn the self-regulated learning 
process through the observation of a model. This is especially true 
during class discussions or classroom interactions - particularly 
when less able students are grouped with more competent students, 
modelling will most likely take place. A student may observe his 
peer’s self-regulated behaviour and diligence, and may have the 
inclination to imitate (Berndt, 1999). Social assistance that normally 
entails requesting help from others during class is a critical strategy 
for self-regulated learning (Zimmerman & Maratinez-Pons, 1986). 
Hence, student academic help which touches on how to deal with 
academic related tasks in the classroom can help other students 
sustain their cognitive engagement in the classroom. However, the 
insignificant indirect effect of peer support on cognitive engagement 
through efficacy belief may suggest that the quality of friendship is 
important for adolescents, as suggested by Berndt (1999). According 
to Berndt (1999), when the quality of friendship is high, positive 
or negative outcomes should entail. Friendship high in rivalry may 

E have resulted in the insignificance of classmates’ emotional support 
on cognitive engagement indirectly. 

The present investigation had also highlighted teacher 
academic support and parental emotional support as the two salient 
social supports which had indirect relationships with cognitive 
engagement. As such, self-efficacy served as a mediating variable 
in the relationship. However, not all predictor variables were 

E mediated by self-efficacy in the relationships. For example, teacher 
emotional support and parental academic support as well as peer 
academic and emotional support did not matter in the relationships. 
The significance and insignificance of the findings may be attributed 
to a number of reasons. Firstly, the unique contribution of teacher 
academic support on academic efficacy (which is a form of student 
motivational belief) confirmed a recent study which suggested 
that teachers could play significant roles in enhancing student 
motivational beliefs, which in turn, affected student achievement 
(Ahmed, Minnaert, van der Werf & Kuyper, 2010).). The powerful 
roles of teachers can actually be translated into feelings of self¬ 
competence and a sense of security amongst adolescents within 
the classroom environment, enabling these adolescents to utilize 
strategies which will lead to their cognitive engagement. 

Secondly, the finding affirmed the significance of parental 
support on student efficacy beliefs, thus reinforcing the mediational 
role of efficacy beliefs as suggested by Ahmed et al. (2010) and 
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Parsons, Adler and Kaczala (1982). As such, the mediational role 
of efficacy beliefs in this study provided further evidence on the 
importance of parental support in adolescent academic outcomes. 
Conversely, the insignificant contribution of parental academic 
support on efficacy beliefs might be attributed to the low socio¬ 
economic status (SES) of the parents in this study. These parents 
might thus, not possess the educational expertise to provide the 
appropriate educational guidance and assistance for their children. 
They would be unable to boost their children’s efficacy beliefs about 
their competency in the English language. 

Bearing in mind that school outcomes can be enhanced when 
'- students feel supported, school stakeholders (the principals, teachers 
and counsellors) need to first determine what kinds of support are 
indeed needed by the adolescents in their respective schools, and 
how dissatisfied these adolescents are with the present school or 
classroom environment. Interventions within the school system 
should focus on making teachers aware of the needs of adolescents, 
and provide the staff with the necessary training on how to provide 
for such needs. Thus, efforts in building school support programmes 
should be made in such a way that these programmes are easily 
.-.ac cessible. Additionally, teachers should be sensitised to the 
paramount importance of instilling high efficacy beliefs in their 
“students. Thus, instructional procedures that draw on or enhance 
student efficacy beliefs may hold promise for both younger and 
older adolescents. 

E 



CONCLUSION 


Two significant findings from the present investigation are 
noteworthy. First, adolescent efficacy belief, which is domain 
specific to the English language classroom, is a plausible mediating 
variable between social support providers namely teachers and 
parents on student cognitive engagement. To the best of the authors’ 
knowledge, previous studies have not considered the roles of efficacy 
in mediating the effects of social support on adolescent cognitive 
engagement in the classrooms. As such, more cross-cultural studies 
are deemed necessary (Rosna Awang-Hashim, O’Neil, & Hocevar, 
2002) in order to affirm its mediational role. Although speculative 
in nature, other variables such as emotional engagement may be 
a significant mediator, particularly for peer support and teacher 
support factors. 
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Secondly, the dimensions of social support (academic and 
emotional dimensions) had been used in place of global support in 
order to see the unique contribution of emotional support on student 
outcomes. As such, even though the correlations between emotional 
and academic dimensions appeared to be high in this study, the 
association was still below .90, which negated the possibility of 
multicollinearity amongst the constructs under study, and instead 
provided support for the orthogonality of each dimension. Hence, 
the study managed to capture the essence of the academic and 
emotional dimensions of social support. 

Thirdly, as had been delineated in a number of studies, as 
children moved into adolescence, there was a propensity for them to 
seek independence from parents and develop closer ties with their 
peers. This study has further provided evidence that parental support, 
particularly parents’ emotional support, still plays a significant role 
in promoting adolescents educational outcomes in addition to the 
role played by teachers. 


IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE STUDIES 



The study lends support to Social Cognitive Theory which assumes 
that the environment plays a pivotal role in influencing adolescent 
engagement within the classroom while their efficacy beliefs play 
regulatory role within the social, psychological and contextual 
network where personal agency operates. Perception of oneself as 
an active agent improves one’s efficacy beliefs, and in turn, affects 
one’s cognitive engagement. If student efficacy belief can operate to 
influence engagement and ultimately, performance, then educational 
efforts and teaching strategies should be tailored towards enhancing 
the self efficacy beliefs of these adolescents. 

It is recommended that future studies make an effort to 
differentiate between providers of support, particularly parental 
support. Fathers and mothers in Malaysia may provide differential 
forms of support to their adolescents depending on their educational 
background and SES. With regard to peer support, studies should 
look into affective engagement as a mediator in the relationship 
between peer support and cognitive engagement. This is because 
studies have shown that having a sense of belonging in the school 
is a motivating factor for students to stay in school and succeed 
(Archambault et al, 2009; Jennings, 2003). 
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As with all studies that utilized cross-sectional data, caution 
should be exercised when interpreting the findings, as these 
interpretations preclude causality inferences. It is recommended that 
more longitudinal studies be carried out to look into the aspect of 
causal connections. 
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